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Recent Discussions of Romans ix. 



BY PROF. EZRA ABBOT, D.D., LL.D. 



SINCE the publication of the articles on Rom. ix. 5, in the Jour- 
nal of our Society for 1881, there have been several discussions 
of the passage which seem worthy of notice, especially as in some of 
them those articles have been quoted with approval or criticised. The 
venerable pastor and Professor of Theology in the University of 
Geneva, Hugues Oltramare, has a long and able note upon it in his 
recent elaborate and valuable Commentaire sur F Epltre aux Romains 
(2 vols., Geneva and Paris, 1881-82). He adopts the doxological 
construction, placing a period after crdpKa. In England, the marginal 
note of the Revisers appears to have given great offence in certain 
quarters. " I must press upon every reader," says Canon Cook, "the 
duty — I use the word 'duty' emphatically — of reading the admirable 
note of Dr. Gifford [on this passage] in the ' Speaker's Commentary.' 
I should scarcely have thought it credible, in face of the unanswered 
and unanswerable arguments there urged, that English divines would 
venture to have given their sanction to one of the most pernicious 
and indefensible innovations of rationalistic criticism." {The Revised 
Version of the first three Gospels, Lond., 1882, p. 167, note.) Else- 
where he speaks of " the very painful and offensive note on Romans 
ix. 5, in the margin of the Revised Version" {ibid., p. 194). 

It appears that Canon Cook sent a challenge to Canon Kennedy, 
Regius Professor of Greek in the University of Cambridge, to meet 
the arguments of Dr. Gifford, and that this led to the publication 
of the first pamphlet to be noticed, the title of which is given below. 1 
Dr. Gifford replied to Professor Kennedy in a pamphlet of 66 pages, 2 

1 The Divinity of Christ. A Sermon preached on Christmas Day, 1882, before 
the University of Cambridge. With an Appendix on Rom. ix. 5, and Titus ii. 13. 
By Benjamin Hall Kennedy, D.D. . . . Printed by desire of the Vice-Chancellor. 
Cambridge, also London, 1883. 8°. pp. vii. 32. 

2 ... A Letter to the Rev. Benjamin Hall Kennedy, D.D., ... in reply to 
Criticisms on the Interpretation of Rom. ix. 5, in "The Speaker's Commentary." 
By Edwin Hamilton Gifford, D.D. . . . Cambridge, also London, 1883. S°. 
pp. 66. 
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and Professor Kennedy rejoined in a pamphlet of 72 pages, entitled 
Pauline Christology, Part I. 1 We shall probably have in due time a 
surrejoinder by Dr. Gifford, and Part II. of Professor Kennedy's 
Pauline Christology. 

Professor Kennedy translates the last part of Rom. ix. 5 as follows : 
"And of whom is the Christ as concerning flesh. He who is over all 
is God, worthy to be praised for ever. Amen." (Sermon, etc., p. 19.) 
As was remarked in our Journal for 1881, pp. 99, 132, there is no 
grammatical difficulty in this construction. But I cannot adopt the 
view which Professor Kennedy takes of the passage. He regards 
the last part of Rom. ix. 5 as added by St. Paul " to win the ear and 
gain the confidence of the Jews by declaring his adherence to doc- 
trines which they prized, a Jewish Messiah, and one supreme God 
worthy to be praised for ever." {Sermon, p. 21 ; comp. pp. 20, 25, 
and Pauline Christology, I., p. 61.) 

My objections to this view are, (1) that there was no need of 
Paul's declaring his adherence to doctrines which neither he nor any 
other Christian of that day was ever charged with questioning, the 
Jewish origin of the Messiah, and the unity of God ; and (2) that 
the last clause of verse 5, according to Dr. Kennedy's construc- 
tion, is not a direct affirmation of monotheism in distinction from 
polytheism, though monotheism is implied in the language. 

Were Professor Kennedy's construction of the passage to be adopted, 
I should rather regard the 6 thv im 77-anw as having reference to God's 
providential government of the universe, and especially to his provi- 
dential dealings with the Jews, in the revelations and privileges granted 
them with a view to the grand consummation of them all in the advent 
of the Messiah, as the head of a new, spiritual dispensation, embrac- 
ing all men upon equal terms. The 5>v, in this connection, may in- 
clude the past, present, and future ; and we might paraphrase as 
follows, supplying what may naturally be supposed to have been in 
the mind of the Apostle : " He who is over all," He who has presided 
over the whole history of the Jewish nation, and bestowed upon it its 
glorious privileges ; He whose hand is in all that is now taking place, 
who brings good out of evil, the conversion of the Gentiles out of 
the temporary blindness and disobedience of the Jews ; He whose 
promises will not fail, who has not cast off his people, and who will 



1 Pauline Christology, Part I. Examination of Romans ix. 5, being a Re- 
joinder to the Rev. Dr. Gifford's Reply. By Benjamin Hall Kennedy, D.D. 
Cambridge, etc., 1883. 8°. pp. 72. 
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finally make all things redound to the glory of his wisdom and good- 
ness, " is God, blessed for ever. Amen." 

But with this understanding of the bearing of the 6 tov iirl -kovtuw, 
it seems more natural to regard the enumeration of the distinctive 
privileges of the Jews as ending with i$ $>v 6 xpio-ros to Kara o-apKa, 
and to take the last clause as a doxology, prompted by the same view 
of the all-comprehending, beneficent providence of God, and the 
same devout and grateful feeling, which inspired the doxology at the 
end of the eleventh chapter. 

Professor Kennedy is a devout believer in the doctrine of the 
Trinity and the deity of Christ ; and one cannot help admiring the con- 
scientiousness and sturdy honesty which lead him, in the pure love of 
truth, to defend an unpopular view of this mooted passage. He 
speaks feelingly of " that mischievous terrorism, which, like carbonic 
dioxide in a crowded and closed room, pervades and corrupts with 
its stifling influence our British theological atmosphere." " Men," he 
says, " who judge of this verse as I do, and who publish and defend 
that judgment as I do, know that they have to encounter the open 
rage of a few, the suppressed displeasure of a great many, and the 
silence of masses, who, whatever they may think on one side or the 
other, yet for various private reasons consider ' golden silence ' the 
safe course." {Pauline Christology, I., p. 3 ; comp. pp. 34, 38.) 

It is not my purpose to enter into any detailed analysis or criticism 
of Professor Kennedy's pamphlets. He urges powerfully against Dr. 
Gifford's view the Pauline usage of #«6s, and other considerations ; 
but on some minor points takes positions which seem to me untenable, 
and exposes himself to the keen criticism of his antagonist, who is 
not slow to take advantage of any incautious expression. In the 
Pauline Christology, I., pp. 22, 23, he presents, though with some 
hesitation, an extraordinary view of the cause of Paul's grief expressed 
in Rom. ix. 2, 3, but I will not stop to discuss it. He also takes an 
indefensible position {ibid., pp. 26, 32) in regard to Cyril of Alexan- 
dria; and draws, I conceive, an inference altogether false (pp. 28, 
29) from the passages in Origen against Celsus viii. 12 and 72. The 
former of these will be discussed hereafter in reply to Dr. Gifford ; in 
the latter we have the expression tov iirl ttoxti \6yov koX Oeov, where 
the iirl ttolo-i belongs only to \6yov, not to 6eov also, as Professor Ken- 
nedy seems to understand it ; comp. Cont. Cels. v. 4, tov . . . efixj/v- 
Xov \6yov Kal Oiov. Christ, according to Origen, is 6 iirl 7rS<ri Kvpios, 
and 6 or! 7ra<xi Xoyos, but not 6 iirl iraari Ocos, which is, as Dr. Ken- 
nedy elsewhere observes, " the Father's express title, applied by 
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Origen to the supreme God nearly 100 times." {Pauline Christology, 
I., p. 27.) 

Professor Oltramare had not seen the articles in our Journal, but 
replies effectively on many points to the arguments of Godet and Dr. 
Gifford. I only note here that Oltramare, Dr. Gifford, and Professor 
Kennedy agree in taking 6 xp'trds, in v. 5, not as a proper name, 
"Christ," but in the sense of "the Christ," "the Messiah," which the 
definite article suggests and the context requires, or at least favors. 

Dr. Gifford's pamphlet is mainly occupied with a reply to Dr. 
Kennedy, but he bestows some criticisms on my paper in the Journal 
for 1 88 1, of which it seems to me well to take notice. I regret to say 
that he also makes some complaints, which I must also consider. 

He complains, first {Letter, p. 27), that in quoting a sentence of 
his {Journal, p. 91), I have omitted altogether the first part, in which 
the cause of Paul's anguish is said to be "the fall of his brethren." 

I omitted it simply for the sake of brevity. I had already assumed 
this as the cause of his grief at the beginning of the discussion {Jour- 
nal, p. 9 1 ) . I had expressly mentioned it as such, twice, on the very 
page (p. 91) containing my quotation from Dr. Gifford ; it was im- 
plied in the clause " whom they have rejected," which I did quote, 
and it was a point about which there was no dispute. Every reader 
would take it for granted that when Paul's anguish was spoken of, it 
was his anguish on that account. Under these circumstances I fail to 
perceive how my omission of a part of Dr. Gifford's sentence, in which 
I had nothing to criticise, has given him any reasonable ground of 
complaint. 

Here I observe that Dr. Gifford passes over without notice the first 
point of my criticism of his sentence {Journal, pp. 91, 92). I still 
venture to think that it is not unworthy of attention. 

Dr. Gifford next complains that after having once quoted the re- 
mainder of his sentence fully, I proceed to criticise it, omitting in my 
second quotation the words " whom they had rejected." I omitted 
this clause, because, having been just quoted, it seemed unnecessary to 
repeat it ; because it formed no part of the particular privilege of the 
Jews of which Dr. Gifford was speaking, the climax of which was ex- 
pressed by the words " the Divine Saviour " ; and because its omission 
was likely to make the point of my criticism strike the reader somewhat 
more forcibly. That I have done Dr. Gifford no injustice seems to 
me clear from the fact that, in the sentence quoted, " his anguish was 
deepened [not caused] most of all by the fact that their race gave 
birth to the Divine Saviour," the phrase " his anguish " can only mean 
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" his anguish on account of the rejection of the Messiah by the great 
majority of his countrymen." This is also clearly implied in the first 
words of my criticism, " Paul's grief for his unbelieving countrymen, 
then." Not a word of my criticism, which Dr. Gifford seems to mis- 
understand, would be affected in the least by the insertion of the 
omitted clause. 

Two typographical errors in Dr. Gifford's pamphlet give a false 
color to his complaint. He calls on the reader to " observe the note 
of admiration in place of the all-important words ' whom they had re- 
jected.' " It stands inside of the quotation-marks in the sentence as 
he gives it, as if I had ascribed it to him, but outside in the sentence 
as printed in the Journal. Again, in quoting his own sentence from 
the Commentary on Romans, he omits the comma before "whom 
they have rejected," thus making the relative clause an inseparable 
part of the sentence, and aggravating my supposed offence in omit- 
ting it. 

In commenting on Dr. Gifford's assertion that " Paul's anguish was 
deepened most of all by the thought that their race gave birth to the 
Divine Saviour, whom they have rejected," I had exclaimed, " Paul's 
grief for his unbelieving countrymen, then, had extinguished his grati- 
tude for the inestimable blessings which he personally owed to Christ ; 
it had extinguished his gratitude for the fact that the God who rules 
over all had sent his Son to be the Saviour of the world ! " {Journal, 
p. 92.) 

Dr. Gifford remarks, "Another note of admiration at Paul's in- 
gratitude, a pure invention of Professor Abbot." {Letter, p. 28.) 

My critic appears to misunderstand me. I shall be very sorry if, 
through my unskilful use of irony of which Dr. Gifford speaks, any 
other reader has failed to perceive that my note of admiration is an 
expression of wonder that in his reference to the Jewish birth of the 
Messiah as deepening Paul's grief at the unbelief of his countrymen, 
and in his whole argument against a doxology, Dr. Gifford ignores the 
fact that the advent of Christ, necessarily suggested by the words 
koX e£ u>v 6 xptcrros to Kara o-apKa, was to the Apostle a cause of joy 
and gratitude immensely out-weighing all temporary occasions of grief, 
and might well prompt an outburst of thanksgiving and praise to God. 
That the very language he uses did not suggest this is a marvel. He 
does not meet at all the point of my objection to his view. 

It will be observed that I do not, with many commentators, regard 
the doxology here as simply or mainly an expression of gratitude for 
the distinctive privileges bestowed upon the Jews as a nation, and still 
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less for the particular fact that, as Dr. Gifford expresses it (p. 30, and 
note in his Commentary), "Christ was born a Jew." That gratitude, 
not sorrow, was the predominant sentiment in the mind of the Apostle 
in view of these privileges I do not doubt ; but these particular occa- 
sions for thankfulness were lost, I conceive, in the thought of the actual 
advent of Christ, incomparably the greatest and most joyful event in 
the history of the world, and the most glorious expression of God's love 
and mercy to man, for which eternal gratitude was due. It was this which 
prompted the song of the angels, " Glory to God in the highest," and 
which prompted here the doxology which so fitly closes the Apostle's 
grand historic survey of those privileges of his people, which were the 
providential preparation for it. 

Let us now consider more particularly Dr. Gifford's arguments and 
criticisms. 

Jewish Privileges, and Connection of Thoughts in 
Rom. ix. 1-5. 

Dr. Gifford assumes that the Apostle, in his enumeration of the 
privileges which God had bestowed on his nation, names them only 
as reasons for the deepening of his grief for the fall of his countrymen ; 
and thus finds in vv. 1-5 of the chapter one unbroken strain of lamenta- 
tion, leaving no room for a doxology. 

It appears to me that this is a very narrow view of what was prob- 
ably in the Apostle's mind, and that there are other aspects of these 
privileges, which the way in which they are mentioned would more 
naturally suggest to the reader, and under which it is far more probable 
that the Apostle viewed them here. As I have elsewhere observed, 
the manner in which he recites them is not that of one touching upon 
a subject on which it is painful to dwell. To say nothing here of the 
omves, observe the effect of the repetition of the $>v and the km. Let 
us consider some of these other aspects. 

(1) The privileges of the Jews which the Apostle recounts were 
the glory of their nation, distinguishing it above all the other nations 
of the earth. This detailed enumeration of them, so evidently appre- 
ciative, was adapted to gratify and conciliate his Jewish readers, and 
to assure them of the sincerity of his affection for his countrymen. It 
was also adapted to take down the conceit of his Gentile readers, who 
were prone to despise the Hebrew race. 

(2) These privileges had been the source of inestimable blessings 
to the Israelites in the course of their long history. (See Rom. iii. 
1, 2.) Through them the worship of one God, who rewarded righteous- 
ness and punished iniquity, was preserved in their nation. 
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(3) They were parts of a great providential plan which was to find 
and had found its consummation in the advent of the Messiah, " the 
unspeakable gift " of God's love and mercy. 

(4) They were tokens of the Divine favor to the Jews as a nation, 
and especially to their pious ancestors, which gave assurance to Paul 
that God would not cast off his people, whom he had chosen ; that 
they were still "beloved for the fathers' sake " ; that the present un- 
happy state of things was only temporary, and that, finally, all Israel 
should be saved. 

The first three aspects of these privileges are obvious, and would 
naturally suggest themselves to every reader of the Epistle ; the fourth 
we have strong reasons for believing to have been also in the mind of 
the Apostle. (See the eleventh chapter.) 

Here I must express my surprise at the manner in which Dr. Gif- 
ford has treated my quotations from the eleventh chapter in reference 
to this last-mentioned aspect of the Jewish privileges. {Letter, p. 
26 f.) He omits entirely my statement of the purpose for which I 
introduce them {Journal, p. 92), though this is absolutely essential 
to the understanding of what is meant by "this view" in the first 
sentence which he quotes from me ; and then, wholly without ground, 
represents me as teaching two things: (1) "that as we read the 
simple enumeration of Jewish privileges in vv. 3, 4 [he means vv. 
4, 5 ] , we are not to connect it, as is most natural, with the preceding 
context." How can he say this, when in the whole treatment of the 
subject {Journal, pp. 88 f., 91, 2d paragr., 104, 105), I have taken 
particular pains to point out the connection of thought, and to show 
that my view of vv. 4, 5 agrees with the context? (2) That " in order 
to understand the Apostle's meaning at this point, we must anticipate 
by an effort of our own imagination all the long-sustained argument 
. . . and the far-reaching prophetic hopes which make up the three 
following chapters." If Dr. Gifford had not omitted the sentences in 
which I stated my purpose, it would be at once seen that I did not 
make these quotations to show what the reader of verses 4, 5 is ex- 
pected to draw from them by an effort of his own imagination, but 
what the Apostle, together with other things more obvious to the 
reader, may be reasonably supposed to have had in mind when he 
wrote. When a person treats at length of a subject on which he must 
have meditated often and long, meeting objections which he must have 
been frequently called upon to answer, I have been accustomed to 
suppose that what he actually says may afford some indication of what 
was in his mind when he began to write. 



RECENT DISCUSSIONS OF ROMANS IX. 5. 97 

I admit that the privileges which the Jews enjoyed as a nation may 
be regarded as having incidentally aggravated the sin and the shame 
of their rejection of the Messiah ; that the contemplation of them 
under that aspect would have deepened in some measure the Apostle's 
grief; and that it is possible, though I see nothing which directly 
proves it, that he viewed them under this aspect here. Dr. Gifford's 
error, I conceive, lies in ignoring the other obvious aspects, under 
which they could be only regarded as occasions of thankfulness ; and 
in not recognizing the well-known psychological fact that the same ob- 
ject of thought often excites in the mind at the same time, or in the 
most rapid succession, mingled emotions of grief and joy and grati- 
tude. One knows little of the deeper experiences of life who has not 
felt this. That this should be true here in the case of the Apostle 
who describes himself as " sorrowful, yet always rejoicing " ; who 
exhorts his Christian brethren to "rejoice evermore," and to " give 
thanks always for all things to God, the Father, in the name of our 
Lord Jesus Christ," cannot be regarded as strange or unnatural. 

There is no incongruity between sorrow for the misuse of a great 
privilege, whether by ourselves or by others, and devout thankfulness 
to God for its bestowal. In a pious mind, these feelings would nat- 
urally co-exist. Take, for example, the privilege of having been born 
and educated in a Christian land, so sadly abused by the majority of 
those who enjoy it. 

I may note here another fallacy which appears to me to lurk in the 
language Dr. Gilford uses respecting the Jewish privileges. He re- 
peatedly speaks of them as 'Most " (pp. 30, 34, 35), inferring that the 
remembrance of them can only deepen the Apostle's grief. But these 
privileges were distinctions and glories of the Jewish people, which 
from their very nature could not be lost. They, and the blessings of 
which they had been the source, were facts of history. Even in the 
case of the unbelieving Jews, though abused, or not taken advantage 
of, they were not, properly speaking, " lost." The privileges them- 
selves remained unchanged, a permanent subject of thankfulness to 
God. In Dr. Gifford's assumption that verses 4 and 5 are only a 
wail of lamentation, he ignores these obvious considerations. 

I will here state briefly my view of the connection of thought be- 
tween vv. 4, 5 of the ninth chapter, and what precedes. 

In vv. 1-5 the purpose of the Apostle was to conciliate his Jewish- 
Christian readers, and indirectly, the unbelieving Jews, 1 by assuring 

1 Though the Epistle to the Romans was not addressed to unbelieving Jews, 
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them of his strong affection for his people, and his appreciation of 
their privileges. 1 His affection is shown (1) by his deep sorrow for 
the unhappy condition of the great mass of his countrymen in their 
rejection of the Messiah (ver. 2) ; and (2) by his readiness to make 
any sacrifice, even that of his own salvation, were such a thing possi- 
ble, if thereby he might bring them to Christ. His appreciation of 
their privileges is indicated by the detailed manner in which they are 
enumerated, and is distinctly expressed by the omve's da-iv 'laparj- 
Aen-ai and what follows. The omves shows that it is not merely because 
he belongs to the same nation with the Jews that he is ready to make 
such a sacrifice for them ; but because their nation is such a nation, 
distinguished above all the other nations of the earth ; a nation dedi- 
cated to God, whose whole history had been glorified by extraordinary 
marks of the Divine favor, a nation to which he is proud and thankful 
to belong. The olrive<s introduces the distinguishing characteristic of 
his o-uyyevets Kara crdpKa. They are not merely fellow-countrymen, 
they are Israelites ; and as Philippi remarks, " In dem Namen 
Israelit lag die ganze Wtirde des Volkes beschlossen." So far as the 
word oiTivts indicates a causa/ relation, it strengthens the reason for the 
affirmation which immediately precedes (not directly that in ver. 2, to 
which Dr. Gifford refers it) ; it serves, as Tholuck remarks, " zur Be- 
griindung eines solchen Grades aufopfernder Liebe." Dr. Gifford's 
assumption that the memory of these privileges only deepened the 
Apostle's grief is not proved by the otnves, and really rests on no 
evidence. 

So much for the connection of vv. 4, 5 with what precedes ; how 
naturally the doxology at the end was suggested, and the reason for 

one object of it was to meet, and to enable its readers to meet, objections which 
the unbelieving Jews urged against Christianity, and which many Jewish Christians 
urged against Paul's view of it. The strength of the prejudice against himself 
personally which the Apostle of the Gentiles had to encounter, is shown by the 
earnestness of his asseveration in ver. 1. 

1 So Theophylact, on vv. 1 , 2 : — T&kXkzi irpo'iuv 6el!-ai, on ov irdvref oi e tj 
'Aftpaap oireppa avrov elai. Kal Iva pi) 66!-ij /cor' 'epttatieiav ravra Aeyeiv, npo/ia/M- 
j3dvei, Kal leyei irepl tov '~&{5paiav ra %p7]GT0Tepa, rr/v im&voiav Tavrrjv avaipuv, Kal 
opo'koyel aiiTovc virepfjaXXovrox; <j>iXelv. And on vv. 4, 5 : — 'T&iraivei tovtovq hvrav&a 
Kal fieyaXiivei, Iva, birep etyijv, fir) SuS-i) Kar' kfiiraBeiav teyeiv. 'Spe/m 6e Kal eiraivir- 
rerai, oti 6 piv Qeoq i/8ov?ieTo avroiq ao8ijvai k.t.'X. So also, in the main, Theodoret, 
Calvin, Locke, and especially Flacius Illyricus, whose notes on vv. I, 3, and 4 
are very much to the point. Dr. Hodge has stated his view of the Apostle's pur- 
pose in almost the same language as I have used above. (See Journal, p. 91, 
note; see also Dr. Dwight, ibid., p. 41.) 
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the position of evkoyTjTos, are pointed out on pp. 88 f., 90 ff., and 
104 f. of the Journal, and I need not repeat what is there said. 



In Dr. Gifford's remarks on 6 &v (p. 46), he speaks of my " gratuitous 
assumption that 6 u>v, in this passage, ' admits of being regarded as the 
subject of an independent sentence/ " and affirms that this " is simply . . . 
begging the whole question in dispute." It is so if " admits of being 
regarded'" is synonymous with " must be regarded"; not otherwise. 
That 6 &v, grammatically considered (and it is of this point that I was 
speaking), may either refer to the preceding 6 x/wros, or introduce 
an independent sentence, is simply a thing plain on the face of the 
passage. If Dr. Gifford denies this, he not only contradicts the au- 
thorities he cites, who only contend that it is more naturally connected 
with what goes before, but virtually charges such scholars as Winer, 
Fritzsche, Meyer, Ewald, Van Hengel, Professor Campbell, Professor 
Kennedy, Professor Jowett, Dr. Hort, Lachmann, and Kuenen and 
Cobet, with ignorance or violation of the laws of the Greek language 
in the construction which they have actually given the passage. 

In reply to Dr. Dwight, who admits that the construction of this 
passage is ambiguous, but makes a statement about " cases similar to 
that which is here presented," I remark that no similar case of am- 
biguity from the use of the participle with the article has ever, to my 
knowledge, been pointed out, so that we have no means of comparing 
this passage with a similar one. Dr. Gifford seems to argue from this 
(p. 46) that there is no ambiguity here. But I fail to perceive any 
coherence in his reasoning. He " concludes " that St. Paul " could not 
possibly have intended his words to bear " an ambiguous construction 
" in a passage of the highest doctrinal importance." Certainly. No 
writer, whose object is to express and not to conceal his thoughts, in- 
tentionally uses ambiguous language. But how does this prove that 
the language here is not actually ambiguous ? The fact that it is so 
is plain ; and it is also obvious that, had the Apostle intended to ex- 
press the meaning conveyed by Dr. Gifford's construction, all am- 
biguity would have been prevented by using os Icmv instead of 6 u>v. 

If Dr. Gifford's proposition, " The reference of 6 &v not ambiguous " 
(p. 45 ) , denies a grammatical ambiguity here, it denies, as I have 
said, what is plain on the face of the passage, and what is generally, 
if not universally, admitted by competent scholars ; if, on the other 
hand, conceding the grammatical possibility of two different construc- 
tions of 6 &v here, he affirms that there is no real ambiguity, because 
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lie deems the one he adopts the only one tenable, he simply begs the 
whole question. 

It is true, as Dr. Gifford observes, that in the cases in the New 
Testamt nt in which 6 &v introduces an independent sentence, no 
other construction is grammatically possible. But it is equally true, 
on the other hand, that in the cases in which 6 3>v refers to a preceding 
subject, no other construction is grammatically possible. It follows 
that the examples of the use of 6 &v in the New Testament do not 
help us to decide which of the two possible constructions is the more 
probable here. There are no " cases similar to that which is here 
presented." Dr. Gifford's claim that 2 Cor. xi. 31 is similar will be 
examined presently. 

On what ground, then, is it affirmed that the construction which 
refers 6 wv to 6 xp l<TT °* is " easier " here than that which makes it the 
subject of an independent sentence ? There is not the slightest gram- 
matical difficulty in either. Nor is there the slightest difficulty in the 
latter construction, on account of the fact that the verb is not expressed. 
In the case of a doxology, which the 'A^v naturally suggests, the 
ellipsis of eo-ri or dr), when (.vXoyrjTos is employed, is the constant 
usage ; nor is there any grammatical difficulty in the construction 
adopted by Professor Kennedy. 

It has indeed been asserted by many, as by Dr. Gifford for example, 
that the construction of the 6 &v, for which he contends here, is the 
" usual " one, and, therefore, more easy and natural. But the ex- 
amples which I have cited of the other construction disprove this 
assertion, and also show that, in general, the construction of the parti- 
ciple with the article in the nominative case, as the subject of an inde- 
pendent sentence, is much more common in the New Testament than 
that which refers it to a substantive preceding. (See Journal, etc., 

P- 97-) 

In one respect, and one only, so far as I can see, the construction 

which refers 6 <ov to 6 xpicn-os may be regarded as the more natural. 
It is the one which naturally presents itself first to the mind. But it 
has this advantage only for a moment ; as the reader proceeds, he 
perceives at once that 6 <ov may introduce an independent sentence, 
and the 'A/i^v suggests a doxology. Even more may be said : the 
separation of 6 <5i> from 6 xpiords by to Kara o-dpKa, and the necessary 
pause after o-dpKa, might at once suggest that 6 wv (not " who is," but 
" he who is ") may introduce a new sentence. But waiving this pos- 
sibility, as soon as it is perceived that the passage admits grammati- 
cally of two constructions, the question which is the more natural does 
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not depend at all on the fact that the one presented itself to the mind 
a moment before the other, but must be determined by weighing all 
the considerations which bear on the subject. One of these con- 
siderations, second to no other in importance, is Paul's use of lan- 
guage. In the eight preceding chapters of the Epistle the Apostle 
has used the word 0eos as a proper name, designating the " one God, 
the Father," about eighty-seven times, and has nowhere applied it to 
Christ. Could anything then be more natural than for the primitive 
reader Of the Epistle to adopt the construction which accords with 
this uniform usage of the writer? 

On p. 48 Dr. Gifford claims that 2 Cor. xi. 31 is " exactly similar 
in form " to Rom. ix. 5, and, therefore, proves "that the clause 6 t>v 
eVt irdvTmv k.t.X. must, according to Paul's usage, be referred to the 
preceding subject 6 xpicn-ds" ; and he again speaks of the "exact 
correspondence between the two passages." He overlooks two 
fundamental differences: (1) that in 2 Cor. xi. 31 the construction 
which refers the 6 u>v to 6 6e.6<s k.t.X. is the only one possible ; and (2; 
that what precedes the 6 5>v does not, as he incorrectly affirms, form 
a sentence "grammatically complete," as in Rom. ix. 5 ; but on the 
contrary, an essential part of the sentence, the object of the transitive 
verb oiaev (namely, on oi if/evSofxai.) , is separated from the verb which 
governs it by the clause introduced by 6 <ov. 

Distinction between #eo? and /cvpios. 

In regard to the distinction between 6z6s and fcuptos, which Dr. 
Gifford charges me with having "asserted in a most inaccurate form" 
{Letter, p. 12), I cannot perceive that he has pointed out any inac- 
curacy in my statement. That the word #eds in general expresses a 
higher dignity than Kvpios seems to me beyond question. The use of 
xvpios in the Septuagint as a proper name, taking the place of Jehovah 
on account of a Jewish superstition respecting the pronunciation of 
the tetragrammaton, is something wholly exceptional and peculiar. 
I have not, however, as Dr. Gifford incorrectly represents, " sup- 
pressed all reference " to this very frequent use in the Septuagint, and 
occasional use in the New Testament. I note the fact that " it is 
seldom used of God in the writings of Paul except in quotations from 
or references to the language of the Old Testament," and then remark 
upon its two-fold use as applied to God in the Septuagint. (See 
Journal, pp. 127, 128.) That as a title of Christ it does not stand 
for Jehovah is fully shown, I think, by Cremer in his Biblisch-theolo- 
gisches Worterbuch der Neutest. Gracifat, 3te Aufl., p. 483 ff., or 
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Eng. trans., 2d ed., p. 382 ff. The argument that as a designation of 
Christ in the writings of St. Paul it is equivalent to Jehovah, because 
in a very few places he applies to Christ language of the Old Testa- 
ment in which Kvpios represents Jehovah, loses all its apparent force 
when we observe the extraordinary freedom with which he adapts the 
language of the Old Testament to his purpose without regard to its 
meaning in the connection in which it stands. On this it may be 
enough to refer to Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of the N. T., 3d ed., § 74. 
He remarks : " Paul does not inquire into the original meaning of 
Old Testament expressions ; he takes them in the sense which he is 
accustomed to give to similar expressions, even in the case of such 
terms as ttmttis, Kvpios, evayytXCfccr&ai (Rom. i. 17, ix. 33, x. 13, 

i5)-" 

In the passage of the Old Testament (Ps. ex. 1) which Christ him- 
self has quoted (Matt. xxii. 43-45 ; Mark xii. 35-37 ; Luke xx. 41-44) 
as illustrating the meaning of Kvpios as a designation of the Messiah, 
the Messiah (if the Psalm refers to him) is clearly distinguished from 
Jehovah, at whose right hand he sits, as he is everywhere else in the 
Old Testament. 1 This very passage is also quoted by the Apostle 
Peter as proving that " God hath made Jesus both Lord and Christ." 
When these and other facts are adduced to show that the term 
" Lord " as applied to Christ in the New Testament does not stand 
for Jehovah, but describes the dignity and dominion conferred upon 
him by God, Dr. Gifford simply remarks that " this reasoning has 
been employed again and again in the Arian and Unitarian contro- 
versies, and again and again refuted." I wonder how many of his 
readers would regard this as a satisfactory answer to my quotations 
(if he had given them) from the Apostles Peter and Paul, or are 
ready to assume, with St. Jerome, that Dominatio involves Deitas. 
The " refutations " to which Dr. Gifford refers, " again and again " 
repeated, do not appear to have been convincing to those to whom 
they were addressed. 

Dr. Gifford refers to Waterland, Pearson, and Weiss. Weiss has 
already been sufficiently answered by Weiss ; see above. Waterland 
and Pearson cite such passages as Hosea i. 7, " I will save them by 
Jehovah their God, and will not save them by bow, nor by sword, nor 
by battle, nor by horses, nor by horsemen," as proving that Jesus 
Christ is called Jehovah in the Old Testament. (Pearson, Expos. 



1 See, for example, Micah v. 4 : " And he shall stand and feed in the strength 
of Jehovah, in the majesty of the name of Jehovah, His God." 
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of the Creed, p. 217 f., Nichols's ed.) Pearson cites to the same 
purpose Zech. x. 12; Jer. xxiii. 5, 6 (comp. Jer. xxxiii. 15, 16) ; 
Zech. ii. 10, and other passages. Such exegesis might perhaps be 
pardoned in the time of Pearson and Waterland, though commenta- 
tors like Calvin, Pocock, Drusius, Grotius, and Le Clerc had rejected 
this wild interpretation ; but it can hardly be supposed that it needs 
a formal refutation at the present day. It may be enough to refer 
Dr. Gifford to " The Speaker's Commentary " on the passages men- 
tioned, and the note in the Journal for 1881, p. 124. 

Origen. 

Dr. Gifford still appeals to Rufinus's translation of Origen's Com- 
mentary on the Epistle to the Romans as proving that Origen 
" certainly" interpreted the last part of Rom. ix. 5 as he does {Letter, 
pp. 32 ff., 65). His positiveness is not abated by the circumstance 
that Rufinus so altered, abridged, and interpolated this work of 
Origen, that for the most part we have no means of determining what 
belongs to Origen and what to Rufinus, and that his friends thought 
he ought to claim it as his own. 1 

Dr. Gifford gives his readers no hint of this important fact, of which 
he could not have been ignorant, and for which I had cited Matthaei, 
Redepenning, and Rufinus himself {Journal, p. 135). There is per- 
haps no higher authority in Patrology than Cave, who, in his list of 
Origen's writings, thus describes the work on which Dr. Gifford relies 
with so much confidence : "In Epistolam ad Romanos Commen- 
tariorum tomi 20. quos pessima fide a se versos, misere interpolates, 
detruncatos et ad mediam fere partem contractos edidit Rufinus, 
versione sua in 10. tomos distributa." — Hist. Lit. s.v. Origenes, i., 
118 ed. Oxon. 1 740. Thomasius, in his valuable work on Origen, was 
more prudent in his use of authorities. He says : " Am wenigsten 
aber wagte ich den Commentar zu den Romern zu beniitzen, der 
nach der Peroratio Rufini in explanationem Origenis super Epist. 
Pauli ad Rom. Vol. iv. eine ganzliche Umgestaltung durch den 
Uebersetzer erfahren zu haben scheint." {Origenes (1837), p. 90.) 
Even Burton, who in his very one-sided Testimonies of the Ante- 

1 " Adversus hanc audaciam excandescit Erasmus, nee immerito quidam Rufi- 
num objurgarunt, quemadmodum ipse sibi objectum fuisse ait in peroratione suae 
translations, quod suum potius, quam Origenis nomen hujus operis titulo non 
inscripsisset. Hinc etiam fit, ut vix Origenem in Origene reperias," etc. •— Lumper, 
Hist, theol.-crit., etc. Pars ix. (1792), p. 191. 
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Nicene Fathers, etc., quotes largely from spurious works ascribed to 
Hippolytus and Dionysius of Alexandria without giving any warning 
to the reader, could not bring himself to cite Rufinus's transformation 
of Origen's Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans. (See Testi- 
monies, etc., 2d ed., p. 339.) 

Dr. Gifford's citations from the treatise of Origen against Celsus do 
not appear to me to answer his purpose. He quotes passages ( Cont. 
Cels. i. 60, 66 ; ii. 9) in which Origen has called Christ 6e6<s, but in 
the last one adduced (ii. 9) the words at the end of the sentence, 
Kara tov tS>v o\<av Otbv ko! irarepa, as De la Rue remarks, " manifestam 
continent antithesin ad ista, pLeyaXr/v 6Vra 8vva/juv /cat 6z6v, ut pater 
supra filium evehatur." l What is wanted is to show that Origen has 
not merely given Christ the appellation 0e6s, "a divine being," in 
contradistinction from 6 Ozos, 6 tCiv 6Xojv 0io%, 6 iirl ttS.tl 6z6s, by which 
titles he constantly designates the Father, but that he has called him 
" God over all," as he is represented as making St. Paul do in this 
so-called translation of Rufmus. It is the Father alone who in the 
passages cited by Dr. Gifford (Cont. Cels. viii. 4, 12) is termed 6 hn 
■wam Ods ; in viii. 14 of the same treatise Origen emphatically denies 
that the generality of Christians regarded the Saviour as "the God 
over all " ; and in the next section he expressly calls him " inferior " 
to the Father (v-rroddo-Tepos:), as he elsewhere speaks of him as 

ZkaTTiav irpoi tov iraripa and Scurepos tov irarpas (De Princip. i. 3, 

§ 5), and says that "he is excelled by the Father as much as (or even 
more than) he and the Holy Spirit excel other beings," and that " in 
no respect does he compare with the Father" (ov o-vyKpiverai kclt 
ouSev t<3 Trarpi, In Joan. torn. xiii. c. 25 ; Opp. iv. 235). It is not 
easy to believe that one who uses such language as this applied the 
last clause of Rom. ix. 5 to Christ. 

1 De la Rue understands the koto, to denote " inferiorem ordinem," and says it 
is often so used. I doubt this, and if the word is genuine, should rather take it as 
meaning " in accordance with the will of," or " by the will of," nearly as in the 
phrase Kara 6e6v in Plato, Aristotle, and other Greek authors. But it seems to me 
very probable that the true reading is perd; comp. Orig. In Joannem torn. i. c. 
11, tov /tier a tov mrtpa rdv oXuv Qebv \6yov; Justin Mart. Apol. i. 32, y rrpaTti 
diwauu; pe-a tov -iraTepa iravTiw uai (hairoTrjv Oeov (and similarly Apol. i. 12, 13; 
ii. 13); Euseb. De Eccl. Theol. i. 20, p. 93 c, nhpiog tuv oAav per a tov erri 
Tvdvrav Oeov. The prepositions KaTa and fierd are very often confounded in MSS. 
by an error of the scribe, the abbreviations for the two words being similar. 
(Montfaucon, Palaeogr. Graeca, p. 345; Sabas, Specim. Palaeogr., Suppl., tabb. 
xi., xii.) Sfee Bast ad Gregor. Corinth, ed. Schaefer (181 1), pp. 69, 405, 825, 
and Irmisch's Herodian iv. 1638, who gives eight examples. Cobet remarks : 
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In the passage Cont. Cels. viii. 4, I perceive no ground for regard- 
ing the titles Toy hn. iraui, Otov tS>v Ozihv, and tov eirl iraat Kvpiov tS>v 
Kvplmy, as denoting equal dignity. The latter, high as it is, as applied 
to Christ, is far from proving that he might be called iirl -rravrmv Oeos. 
The last sentence quoted by Dr. Gifford shows the distinction. The 
purport of it is that " he has risen to the God over all who worships 
Him undividedly " (this is said in opposition to the worship of the 
heathen, distributed among many gods), "through him who alone leads 
men to God, namely, the Son, the God-Logos and Wisdom," etc. The 
relation of the Son to the Father, from whom he has derived all that 
makes him an object of worship, and whose image he is, is such, 
according to Origen, that the relative worship paid to him is all 
ultimately paid to the God over all, the Father, who alone is the 
Supreme Object of worship. 

Still less, if possible, is the quotation from Cont Cels. viii. 12 to Dr. 
Gifford's purpose. It teaches, he says, " that Christ is to be worshipped 
as being One with the Supreme God." " One " in what sense ? Dr. 
Gifford omits the words that immediately follow, in which Origen cites 
Acts iv. 32, "And the multitude of believers were of one heart and 
one soul," as explaining the meaning of the words, "I and the Father 
are one." * A little further on Origen says : " We worship, then, the 
Father of the Truth, and the Son, who is the Truth ; 2 two distinct 
persons, but one in agreement of thought, and in harmony of feeling, 
and in sameness of will," ovto. 8vo Trj inroo-Tixo-u Trpdy/jLCLTa, ev Se Trj 
6/j.ovoia, kcu tyj o-v{Atf>u>via, kcu rfj ravTOTrjTt tov /JouAi^aaros ; SO that he 



" Qui codices Graecos triverunt sciunt Kara et fiera compendiose sic scribi ut vix 
oculis discerni possint. Passim confundi solere sciunt omnes." — Variae Lec- 
tiones, in Mnemosyne vii. 391. 

Dr. Gifford may prefer Burton's view, who says ( Testimonies, etc., 2d ed., p. 
2 93)> it " can on ly mean ' God after the pattern of the God of the universe.' " It 
would take too much space to give my reasons for differing from him. Martini 
says (p. 175), " Entweder ist es s. v. a. per deum [there is some mistake here, 
perhaps only a comma omitted] cuius auctor est summus ileus, oder secundum 
voluntatem summi dei." Mosheim renders it nachst ; Rossler, nach; Crombie 
and Prof. Kennedy, next to. These translations rather represent fiera, but show 
what the translators thought the context to require, and may thus be regarded as 
confirming my conjecture. 

1 So in his Comm. in Joan. torn. xiii. c. 34, Opp. iv. 245, Origen explains John 
x. 30, as relating to the unity of will between the Father and the Son. 

2 Comp. Origen, In Joan. torn. ii. c. 18, Opp. iv. 76 b : 6 irari/p rijg aAqffeiac: 
OeoQ -K/.eiuv eari kcu /u:(uv j/ [we should read, perhaps, y if] a/Jfisia : " the God 
who is the Father of the Truth is more and greater than the Truth." 
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who has seen the Son . . . has seen in him, who is the image of God, 
God himself." 1 

In the view of Origen, the moral union between the Father and the 
Son was perfect, so that the worship of the Son, regarded as the image 
of the Father, reflecting his moral perfections, his goodness and right- 
eousness and truth, is virtually the worship of the Father himself ; it 
terminates in him as its ultimate object. (See Cont. Cels. viii. 1 3 ad fin.) 

Origen's ideas respecting the worship of the Son appear distinctly 
in what he says of prayer. In his treatise on Prayer, he teaches that 
prayer, properly speaking, is " perhaps never to be offered to any 
originated being, not even to Christ himself, but only to the God and 
Father of all, to whom our Saviour himself prayed and teaches us to 
pray." (De Orat. c. 15 ; Opp. i. 222.) There is much more to the 
same purpose. In his later work against Celsus, he says that " every 
supplication and prayer, and intercession, and thanksgiving is to be 
sent up to the God over all, through the High Priest, who is above 
all angels, the living Logos, and God. But we shall also supplicate 
the Logos himself, and make requests to him, and give thanks and 
pray, if we are able to distinguish between prayer properly speaking 
and prayer in a looser sense, kav Swu/iefc Karaxovav t^s Trtpl Trpocnvxrj's 
KupioXe£ias koI KaT<xxpr)(r€u>s." (Cont. Cels. v. 4, and see also v. 5 ; 
Opp. i. 580.) Compare Cont. Cels. viii. 26 : "We ought to pray only 
to the God over all ; yet it is proper to pray also to the only-begot- 
ten, the first-born of the whole creation, the Logos of God, and to re- 
quest him, as a High Priest, to carry up our prayers which reach him 
to his God and our God." So Cont. Cels. viii. 13 : "We worship 
the one God, and the one Son, who is his Logos and Image, with sup- 
plications and petitions as we are able, bringing our prayers to the 
God of the universe through his only-begotten Son, to whom we 
first offer them ; beseeching him, who is the propitiation for our sins, 
to present, as High Priest, our prayers and sacrifices and intercessions 
to the God over all." 2 



1 It may be well to notice here an ambiguous sentence in this section, which 
has been translated, incorrectly, I think, " We worship one God, therefore, the 
Father and the Son, as we have explained." The Greek is, iva ovv (kov, wf 
a-oSeSumiisv, rbv Ttaripa [,] ml rbv viov Oepairevofiev. We should, I believe, 
place a comma after irartpa, and translate, " We worship, therefore, one God, the 
Father, and the Son." This is confirmed by what follows, cited above, and by 
the language used in the next section (c. 13) : (ho rbv iva 0e6v, ml rbv 'iva vibv 
avTob ml loyov ml elubva . . . oej3ouev. 

2 It may be worth while to note that Origen {Cont. Cels. viii. 9) justifies the 
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I do not see how any one can read these passages and regard it as 
probable, much less as certain, that Origen understood Paul in Rom. 

ix. 5 to describe Christ as 6 hv ctt! iravrmv 6±6s, evkoyijTos eis rous 

ai'Sras. It is clear, at any rate, that he did not understand the pas- 
sage as Dr. Gifford does (Letter, p. 3), as "a testimony to the co- 
equal Godhead of the Son." 

Dr. Gifford's argument from the Sekcta in Threnos, iv. 5, rests on 
a false assumption, which has been already sufficiently remarked upon. 

Punctuation in MSS. 

On p. 36 of Dr. Gifford's Letter, speaking of punctuation in MSS., he 
observes that " it is universally acknowledged that no marks of punc- 
tuation or division were in use till long after the days of St. Paul." 
This remark, if intended to apply to Greek MSS. in general, is inac- 
curate, and indicates that Dr. Gifford has been misled by untrustworthy 
authorities. If it is intended to apply to New Testament MSS., I do 
not see how the fact can be proved, as we possess no MSS. of the 
New Testament of earlier date than the fourth century. But the 
essential point in Dr. Gifford's remarks is, that the punctuation in 
MSS. of the New Testament is of no authority. This is very true ; 
and it should have been remembered by the many commentators (in- 
cluding Dr. Gifford) who have made the assertion (very incorrect in 
point of fact), that a stop after o-apxa is found in only two or three 
inferior MSS. in Rom. ix. 5, as if that were an argument against a 
doxology here. 

The results of some recent investigation in regard to this matter are 
given in our Journal for 1882, p. 161. The investigation has since, 
through the kindness of Dr. C. R. Gregory, been carried somewhat 
farther. I can now name, besides the uncials A, B, C, L, the first 
three of which are not "inferior MSS.," at least twenty-six cursives 
which have a stop after crdpua, the same in general which they have 
after aiSras or 'kjx-qv. In all probability, the result of an examination 
would show that three-quarters or four-fifths of the cursive MSS. con- 
taing Rom. ix. 5 have a stop after trdpKa. 

In regard to Codex A, Canon Cook thinks the testimony of Dr. 
Vance Smith, whom Dr. Gifford cites as saying that the stop after 



honor paid to the Son on the ground that he receives it by the appointment of the 
Father (airoSeigofiev on aivb deoi) didorai avrifS to Ti/iaoOai, citing John v. 23) , and 
is declared by God to be al-iov rye devrs pevovoqc; fie to, tov debv tCxv ukai> 
. . . Tiftqg. (Conl. Cets.v. 57.) 
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adpKa. is " evidently a prima manu" is " not verified or likely to be 
verified." 1 Many others will question the testimony of a Unitarian 
heretic. It would have been only fair, therefore, to have added the 
fact, mentioned on p. 150 of the Journal, that Dr. Sanday agrees with 
him. I would add that I am informed, on good authority, that Dr. 
Scrivener has examined the MS. at this place with the same result. 

The whole matter is in itself unimportant ; but it is important that 
writers like Dean Burgon should cease imposing upon unlearned 
readers by making reckless assertions about it. 

Van Hengel on the to Kara aapica. 
As regards the limitation to Kara o-dpKa {Letter, p. 38 f.), the exam- 
ples cited by Van Hengel from Plato's Philebus (c. 7, p. 17°) and 
Isocrates (ad Nicocl. c. 29 at. 30) in support of his view, and urged 
by Dr. Gifford in opposition to it, are, I think, not to the purpose on 
either side. The formulae "A and also B," and "not only A, but B," 
into which the quotations, so far as they bear on the matter, may be 
resolved, do not express " antithesis," but agreement. Dr. Gifford's 
citation from Demosthenes (cont. Eubul. p. 1229, 1. 14) furnishes no 
analogy to the to koto. o-dpKa here, and is wholly irrelevant, for two 
reasons : (1) because the t6 ko.0 vp.a<s [al. i^as] is introduced with a 
/asV, which of course leads one to expect an antithesis, such as follows, 
expressed by Si ; and (2) because the to «aff fytas is probably to be 
regarded as the direct object of the verb 6app£v, used here, as often, 
transitively, like its opposite <po/3ao-0ai. Van Hengel's rule relates only 
to clauses like to /car ifni, to e£ vp.S>v, in which the article to with its 
adjunct is neither the object nor the subject of a verb, or at least of any 
verb expressed. (See Van Hengel, Interp. Ep. Pauli ad Rom. ii. 348.) 

Irenceus. 

As to the quotation of Rom. ix. 5 by Ireneeus (Hcer. iii. 16, § 3), 
I must still, for the reasons assigned in the Journal (p. 136), regard it 
as doubtful whether he referred the last clause of the verse to Christ. 
In opposition to the Gnostics who held that the ^Eon Christ first de- 
scended upon Jesus at his baptism, Irenaeus is quoting passages which, 
like ef Jjy 6 xp"J"tos to koto. adpKa, speak of the Christ as bom. But 
whv, Dr. Gifford asks, does he quote the remainder of the passage if 
it had nothing to do with his argument? (Letter, p. 42.) I answer, 
he may well have included it in his quotation, if he regarded it as a 



1 Canon Cook, Revised Version of the first three Gospels, p. 194; conip. p. 167. 
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doxology, or gave it Dr. Kennedy's construction, for the same purpose 
as Photius has quoted it in his work against the Manichaeans (see 
Journal, p. 138 f.), namely, as confirming the doctrine insisted on 
throughout his book, that the God of the Jews, the God of the Old 
Testament, was not, as all the Gnostics contended, a being inferior to 
the Supreme God, but the God over all. So understood, it would agree 
with the language which Irenaeus uses so often elsewhere, describing 
the Father as the God over all, while he nowhere, to my knowledge, 
speaks of the Son as God over all. I admit that Irenaeus may have 
applied the last clause to Christ, separating the #eos from 6 Ac i-n-l -aavTuiv 
as a distinct predicate ; but I perceive nothing which determines with 
certainty the construction he gave it. The whole question is of the 
least possible consequence. One who could treat 2 Cor. iv. 4 as he 
has done (Har. iii. 7, § 1 ; iv. 29, § 2), is certainly no authority in 
exegesis in a case where doctrinal prejudice could have an influence. 
Dr. Gifford thinks that Irenaeus " most probably " refers to Rom. ix. 5 
when he says (Hcer. iii. 12, § 9) that the mystery which was made 
known to Paul by revelation was that 6 iraBw im Tlovriov UiXdrov 

oiros Kvpios tS>v iravrmv koX fia(Ti\ev<s nal 6eo<s Kal Kpirrj'S iariv. He 

omits the words that immediately follow, preserved in the old Latin 
version : " ab eo qui est omnium Deus accipiens potestatem, quoniam 
subiectus factus est usque ad mortem, mortem autem crucis," where 
Christ as Ods is distinguished from him who is "omnium Deus," from 
whom he received his power. This does not go far towards proving 
that Irenaeus would call Christ " God over all." I observe incident- 
ally that Irenaeus's explanation of " the mystery which was made 
known to Paul by revelation " (Eph. iii. 3) differs widely from that 
which Paul himself gives (Eph. iii. 6 ff.). 

Clement of Rome. 

Passing to p. 41 of Dr. Gifford's Letter, I remark that if Clement of 
Rome in the passage cited (Cor. c. 32) had Rom. ix. 5 in mind, as he 
probably did, and regarded the last clause as applicable to Christ, it 
would have been altogether to his purpose to have added it to the 
to kclto. o-dpKd, his purpose being to magnify the distinctions bestowed 
by God on the patriarch Jacob. Dr. Gifford will not, I think, find 
many who will regard the simple expression " the Lord Jesus " as 
equivalent to "He who is over all, God blessed for ever" ; it is rather 
the equivalent of the Pauline 6 xP'°"to's, a title which, when it denotes 
the Messiah, involves lordship. So far, then, from inferring, as Dr. 
Gifford does, from this passage of Clement, that he "probably" 
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{Letter, p. 65) applied the last clause to Christ, I should infer from 
his omitting it, where, thus understood, it would have been so much 
to his purpose, that he probably did not. This presumption would be 
confirmed by the way in which he speaks of Christ, and distinguishes 
him from God, throughout his Epistle. 

The Newly-discovered Quotation of Rom. ix. 5 by Irenaeus. 

Dr. Gifford {Letter, p. 41) adduces a passage from Irenaeus, "which 
no one," he observes, " so far as I know, has hitherto noticed in this 
connection. Prof. Abbot indeed says (p. 136) that the only place 
where Irenaeus has quoted Rom. ix. 5 is Hmr. iii. 16 (al. 18), § 3. 
Alas ! for the man who ventures on that spirited but dangerous hobby, 
the universal negative. These are the words of Irenaeus in Fragm. xvii. 

(Stieren) : i£ &v 6 XpicrTOS TrpoeTVTrwdr) Kal iTreyvuxrOr) Kal lycwrfii). 
h> pXv yap t<3 'lwcri](f> tt poervmaOr] ' 6K St tov A«vi Kal tov 'lovoa to 
Kara. crdpKa u>s /JatnAeus Kal lepevs iyevvrjOrj. 

Dr. Gifford has fortunately given the Greek of the passage that is 
to put me to shame, and I have not the slightest apprehension that 
any reader of his Letter will call the fragment of Irenaeus which he 
cites a quotation of Rom. ix. 5 ; at the very utmost it could only be 
termed an allusion to that passage. The editor of the Setpa or 
Catena from which this fragment is taken (Nicephorus Theotoki) , and 
the editors and translators of Irenaeus, as Grabe, Massuet, Stieren, 
Migne, Harvey, Roberts and Rambaut, and Keble, though they all 
refer in the margin to supposed quotations, have failed to make any 
reference here to Rom. ix. 5. If it be a quotation, the discovery of 
the fact belongs probably to Dr. Gifford alone. It will be observed 
that Dr. Gifford spaces the letters in e£ 8>v 6 xp to "™? as if they must 
be regarded as quoted from Rom. ix. 5. He does not note the fact 
that this fragment of Irenaeus is part of a comment on Deut. 
xxvii. 12, and is given in a fuller form in a Latin translation by Fran- 
ciscus Zephyrus or Zephyrius (= Zafiri) in his edition of a Catena 
on Deuteronomy, as cited by Grabe in his edition of Irenaeus 
(p. 469). This reads: " Notandum, benedicendi munus in tribnbus 
demandatum, ex quibus Ohristus designatus cognoscitur et generatur," 
etc., and shows how little the ef S>v k.t.X. has to do with Rom. ix. 5, 
and how groundless is the inference which Dr. Gifford draws from 
this accidental coincidence of expression. 

Long before Dr. Gifford's Letter was published I had noted this 
fragment, together with a similar passage in Irenaeus {Hcer. iv. 4, § 1) 
as examples of to Kara. adpKa without an antithesis expressed, and had 
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caused them to be printed among the Additions and Corrections in 
the number of the Journal {ox 1882, p. 160, referring to 'Cat Journal 
for 1881, p. 101. So far as they go, they both, I think, favor my 
view of the controverted passage rather than Dr. Gifford's. If they 
are to be regarded as quotations of Rom. ix. 5, they favor it more 
than I had supposed. 

Position of euXoy^To?. 

In Dr. Gifford's remarks on the position of evXoyrjTO's (Letter, p. 54 f.) , 
he maintains that in the text of the Septuagint, in Ps. lxviii. 20 (Sept. 
lxvii. 19), eiAoy^rds should be read but once, and connected with 
what follows. For this, so far as I can ascertain, he has the authority 
of only two unimportant cursive MSS. (Nos. 183, 202), — in which the 
omission of one euAoyT/rds is readily explained as accidental, on ac- 
count of the homceoteleuton or dittography, — in opposition to all the 
other known MSS. of the Psalms, more than a hundred in number, 
including the uncials, among them }$ and B of the fourth century, 
and the Verona MS. of the fifth or sixth. (The Alexandrian MS. and 
the Zurich Psalter are mutilated here.) The omission of the first 
Ei>A.oyi?Tos, moreover, leaves the Kvpiw; 6 0jds simply hanging in the 
air, without any construction. To adopt such a reading in the face 
of such evidence is to do violence to all rational principles of textual 
criticism. The difference between the lxx and the Hebrew is easily 
explained by the supposition that in the Hebrew copy used by the 
translators, the "ITD was repeated (which might easily have happened) , 
or at least that they thought it ought to be. 

Dr. Gifford takes no notice of my explanation of the reason for the 
ordinary position of such words as EvAoy^rds, tikoyrj/xivo's, imKardpaTO's, 
etc., in doxologies, benedictions, and maledictidns, or of the excep- 
tions which I adduce (save Ps. lxviii. 20, which I waive), or of my 
argument that if we take the last clause as a doxology, the position of 
EvAoyj/rds after the subject is not only fully accounted for, but is rather 
required by the very same law of the Greek language, which governs all 
the examples that have been alleged against the doxological construc- 
tion. (Journal, pp. 103-1 11.) As this view is supported by so eminent 
a grammarian as Winer, to say nothing of Meyer, Fritzsche, and other 
scholars, it seems to me that it deserved consideration. 

Different Senses of evXoyijTos. 

On p. 56 of Dr. Gifford's Letter, he gives as examples of the use 
and meaning of the word EuAoy^rds the expressions " Blessed be God " 
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and " Blessed be thou of the Lord," and remarks that " Dr. Abbot 
' overlooks the fact ' that, whatever difference there may be, it lies not 
in the sense of the word eiXoyijrds, but in the different relations of 
the persons blessing and blessed." I must confess that I have over- 
looked the fact, if it be a fact ; and must also confess my belief that 
not a few of Dr. Gifford's readers will be surprised at the proposition 
that there is no difference in the sense of the word ev\oyrp-6's when, 
applied to God, it means " praised " or " worthy to be praised," and 
when, applied to men, it means "prospered" or "blessed" by God. 
The fact on which Dr. Gifford seems to lay great stress, that ciAoyr/ro; 
in these different senses represents the same Hebrew word, will not 
weigh much with those who consider that many words in common use 
have several very different meanings in Hebrew as well as in other lan- 
guages. The two meanings are as distinct as those of e'vXoyia in the 
sense of laus, laudatio, celebratio (Grimm, Lex. s.v. tiXoyta No. i), and 
olbonum, beneficium (Grimm, ibid., No. 5). 

The very common use of etiAoy^ro's in doxologies to God seems to 
have led the Septuagint translators to restrict its application in the 
sense of " praised," or rather " worthy to be praised," to the Supreme 
Being. To this perhaps the only exception is in the expression 
evXoyrjrbs 6 rpoiros aov in i Sam. xxv. 33. In the New Testament, 
apart from the passage in debate, its application is restricted to God, 
" the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ." My point is that 
whatever force there may be in the argument from this extensive usage 
in favor of its application to God rather than to Christ in Rom. ix. 5, 
it is not diminished in the slightest degree by the fact that, in a few 
passages of the lxx the word is applied to men in the very different 
sense of " prospered " or " recipients of blessings," i.e. benefits, from 
God. 

I have now, I believe, taken notice of all the points of importance 
in which Dr. Gifford has criticised my statements, or statements which 
he has ascribed to me. I am not without hope that in a future edi- 
tion of his pamphlet he may see reason for modifying some of his 
remarks, and for giving more fully the context of some of his quota- 
tions. 



